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1991.

Shortly after that meeting Amtech was contacted by a Teletrac
Vice President for Engineering in its California office for the
purpose of arranging a meeting. On September 11, several Amtech
personnel (including Amtech's Vice President for Research and
Development) and I met in Dallas with two representatives from
Teletrac's California office. Going into the meeting, we hoped

that through mutually cooperative efforts, any interference problem
could be resolved.

During the September 11 meeting Amtech was told that the
Teletrac system was extremely sensitive to interference and that
problems were being experienced not only from the Amtech tag reader
technology but also from others in the band as well, including
antishoplifting field disturbance sensors authorized under Part
15. In fact, the PacTel representatives cited as an example a
"Sensormatic" service that could interfere with the Teletrac system
seven miles awvay. Amtech was also told that PacTel wanted no
signal at the input of its receivers greater than -100 dBm (j.e. a
signal that Amtech calculates corresponds to a field strength at
the receive antenna of about 26 dB above one microvolt per
meter).

Also discussed were various possible means for eliminating the
interference alleged by PacTel and whether there was anything that
could be done by PacTel to resolve the alleged interference, i.e,,
any solution short of having Amtech move all of the Dallas area
readers out of the 904 - 912 MHz band. As you know, the Commission
Rules require all parties to seek to resolve harmful interference
problems "by mutually satisfactory arrangements.” 7  wWhile there
was some discussion of filtering the Amtech signals, the PacTel
representatives insisted that the solution lay in clearing the band
of all Amtech facilities. When questioned about their proposal to
grandfather Amtech type systems, the PacTel representative
responded that they had a very aggressive program of moving users
out of the band and did not expect there would be much left to

15 Amntech realizes that Part 15 operations are secondary to
all licensed operations in the band.

16 We have also received conflicting information as to the
power of the PacTel mobiles. Correspondence from PacTel and FCC
license records have shown mobiles at 158 watts. An exhibit
attached to the Petition for Rulemaking assumed a power of 5 watts
with a -6dB gain antenna. Our understanding now is that the
petition more accurately reflects PacTel's system.

17 47 CFR 90.173(b).
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frequency and relocated to the other subband 918 - 926 MHz.2 Also,
while Amtech has experimental authority to operate on a variety of
frequencies in the band for the purpose of making tests and proving
its systems, any permanent relocation to other frequencies would
require modification of existing authorizations held by both the
DFW Airport and Amtech for the Dallas North Tollway.

Before Amtech could propose such a relocation and relicensing,
it was necessary to test the closer configurations that would make
such operation feasible. The DFW Airport system serves
approximately 1,200 users and the Dallas North Tollway serves more
than 50,000 vehicles. To have proposed a change without a test
would have been both technically unsound and injurious to the
public interest.

Moreover, because the DFW Airport uses a different type of tag
than that employed at the Dallas North Tollway, in September 1992,
Amtech lowered the effective radiated power on the readers at DFW
Airport to less than 200 milliwatts.® The readers were licensed
to employ up to 32 watts of effective radiated power. This is the
modification of which PacTel complains.® To our knowledge, PacTel
has not done an analysis to determine whether this power reduction
has reduced or eliminated the interference allegedly being
experienced at the DFW Airport.

All this was occurring during the time period that PacTel
asserts Amtech was doing nothing. This assertion is particularly
galling since PacTel was advised during the first week in October
in a telephone conversation that Amtech was conducting the
necessary tests in an attempt to find a technical solution to the
interference problem. It was also reported that Amtech would
complete such tests in a couple of weeks.? In light of these
efforts and this telephone conversation, we were surprised at the

a2 The situation is further complicated because PacTel's co-
proponent of exclusive use of major portions of the 902 - 928 MHz
band, Ameritech/METS, has been filing protests with the FCC against
license applications by users of Amtech technology for use of the
subband 918 - 926 MHz.

a The tips of the antennas are approximately 7' above
ground, and are pointed toward the ground at an angle of
approximately 25-30 degrees.

% Fath Affidavit at Paragraph 9.
s In fact, we recently completed such tests and stand ready

to suggest modifications to the DFW Airport and Dallas North
Tollway systems that should resolve the interference situation.
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October 13 Fath letter to the DFW Airport and the October 20 letter
to you. We note that PacTel did not have the courtesy of awaiting

the completion of Amtech's testing before filing its protest with
your office.

The history of the cooperation by Amtech with respect to the
situation in California has also been mischaracterized by PacTel.
If you would like us to provide the "chapter and verse” on this
matter, please contact me and I will be pleased to do so. I will
mention, however, that as late as September 15, 1992, PacTel wrote
Amtech thanking us for our prior efforts in providing assistance in
resolving interference at locations in California.

In sum, we at Amtech have been working diligently to resolve
a problem that we believe is largely due to the inability of
PacTel's system to operate in a shared environment as required by
FCC Rules. In the meantime, PacTel has been engaged in concerted
efforts to interfere with the FCC's licensing process and the
business of our customers. ’

III. PacTel is wrong as a matter of lav in oriticising the Private
Radio Bureau‘'s 1licensing of Amtech technology and in the
characterisation of Amtech as a "signpost" systeam.

Private Radio Bureau Licensing

The legitimacy of the Private Radio Bureau's longstanding
policy of authorizing tag reader systems has been debated at length
in RM-8013.% Amtech has maintained that the key principle
governing the Commission's 1974 decision adopting the interim rule
set forth in Section 90.239 was one of according flexibility for
the development of automatic vehicle monitoring technology. The
licenses issued for use of Amtech technology and that of other
makers of tag systems were not doled out in the dark of night
through a mistake repeated many times over. Amtech has
consistently worked to explain its technology to the Private Radio
Bureau staff in both Gettysburg and Washington. The Bureau made no
mistakes. It exercised properly its lawful authority to license
the Amtech technology in shared spectrum on a coequal basis with
PacTel. The Amtech system is a "wideband” system for a variety of
reasons, including that the occupied bandwidth of the reflected
signal is more than 2 MHz (wvhile the necessary bandwidth is 800
kilohertz), and, in most cases, including both the DFW Airport and
the Dallas North Tollway, there is the need to use multiple readers
on different frequencies separated by enough spectrum in order to
accommodate the data transmission requirements without internal

% See #.g. Comments of Amtech, filed July 23, 1992.
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interference.

Signpost

PacTel is also incorrect in its October 20 classification of
the Amtech system as a signpost system that is secondary to the
PacTel system. While it is not my intent to discuss in great
detail here the reasons why the PacTel argument is incorrect, a few
words are in order since the issue was raised.

The PacTel Rulemaking Petition contains no discussion of
"signpost" systems. The signpost argument was a straw grasped at
by PacTel after reviewing the numerous comments filed in opposition
to its petition for rulemaking.? The signpost systems described
in the 1sgw_mum1m in Docket 18302% and in
the 1974 involved a powered transmitter on the
vehicle that would transait to many fixed receivers located at
signposts as the vehicle moved throughout a large area or the
converse (a powvered signpost transmitter that would modulate =a
signal to transait its identity to a mobile receiver as the vehicle
moved through the area populated by signposts). In the former
version of signpost systems, the signpost receivers would send a
message to a central location that a vehicle equipped with a low
powered transmitter had passed nearby. The latter version informed
the vehicle of its location which was then transmitted to a central
location by a conventional land mobile system on board the vehicle.

Neither version reflects the techniques employed by Amtech. As
such, Amtech does not offer a "signpost"™ system and licensees that
use its technology are not secondary to the PacTel licensees.® 1In

7 It was first advanced by PacTel in PacTel's Reply to the
opposition comments, filed August 7, 1992. I will furnish you
copies of all the relevant comments, including the numerous ones
filed in opposition to the PacTel proposal, if you wish.

#  purther Notice of 1Inquiry and Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, Docket No. 18302, rel. July 3, 1972, at ¢ 4.

®  Report and Order, Docket No. 18302, rel. Aug. 8, 1874, at
g 7.

%0 The Amtech system is an "unconventional pulsed pseudo
doppler radar system" (the reader sends out a cw signal, like cw
doppler radar, and the tag returns a pulsed signal that contains
true doppler signal as well as a code -- containing pseudo doppler
signal). After the tag on a vehicle is illuminated with a burst of
radio frequency energy, the signal strength of the reflected
modulated pulse is measured to determine if the tag is within
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verifiable evidence from PacTel that the recent power level
reduction has not solved PacTel's interference problem allegedly
caused by the operations of the DFW Airport system. If PacTel
agrees to support our plan, we are also prepared to seek
modification of the licenses we hold for operations on the Dallas
North Tollway.

Finally, we would be pleased to work with you in answering
questions concerning the Amtech technology and the many automatic
vehicle monitoring purposes that it serves.

cerely,

; . ALALS
Ronald A. Woessner

General Counsel

cc: Mr. Richard M. Smith
Chief, Field Operations Bureau

Mr. Ralph A. Haller
Chief, Private Radio Bureau

Mr. Roy E. Kolly
Assistant Chief, Enforcement Division,
Field Operations Bureau

John B. Richards, Esq.
Counsel for PacTel

Mr. Donn Beatty
Assistant Director of Operations/Parking
DFW Airport Board

David Hilliard, Esq.
Wiley, qun & Fielding

Mr. 3ohnny Frings
Trindel America Corporation



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 4th day of June, 1993, I caused copies of the

foregoing "Opposition to Application for Freeze" to be mailed via 1st-class postage

prepaid mail to the following:

*

Ralph Haller, Chief

Private Radio Bureau

Federal Communications
Commission

2025 M Street, N.W.

Room 5002

Washington, D.C. 20554

Rosalind K. Allen, Chief

Rules Branch

Land Mobile and Microwave
Division

Private Radio Bureau

Federal Communications
Commission

2025 M Street, N.W.

Room 5202

Washington, D.C. 20554

Terry L. Fishel, Chief

Land Mobile Branch Licensing
Division

Private Radio Bureau

Federal Communications Bureau

120 Fairfield Road

Gettysburg, PA 17325

Kent Y. Nakamura

Public Radio Bureau

Federal Communications
Commission

2025 M Street, N.W,

Room 5002

Washington, D.C. 20554

Renee Licht

Acting General Counsel

Federal Communications
Commission

Room 614

1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

David Solomon

Assistant General Counsel

Federal Communications
Commission

1919 M Street, N.W.

Room 616

Washington, D.C. 20554

Preston Gates Ellis
& Rouvelas Meeds
Stanley M. Gorinson
James R. Weiss
Suite 500
1735 New York Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Keller & Heckman

John B. Richards

1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, D.C. 20001

Neil D. Schuster

Executive Director

International Bridge,
Tunnel and Turnpike
Association

2120 L Street, n.W.

Suite 305

Washington, D.C. 20037



Alfred W. Whittaker
Mitchell F. Hertz

James W. Draughn, Jr.
Kirkland & Ellis

655 15th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20009

Richard C. Steinmetz
1201 S. 2nd Street
Milwaukee, WI 53204

George Y. Wheeler

Koteen & Naftalin

1150 Connecticut Ave., N.W.,
Suite 1000

Washington, D.C. 20036

David M. Evan

Consolidated Rail Corp.

6 Penn Center Plaza
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2959

Ken Siegel

American Trucking Assoc.
2200 Mill Road
Alexandria, VA 22314

C.A. Moore

City of Los Angeles
Department of Airports
P.O. Box 92216

Los Angeles, CA 90009

* Hand-Delivered

Richard L. Ridings

Oklahoma Turnpike Authority
3500 Martin Luther King Ave.
P.O. Box 11357

Oklahoma City, OK 73136

David L. Hill

Audrey P. Rasmussen
O’Conner & Hannan

1919 Pennsylvania Ave., N.-W.
Suite 800

Washington, D.C. 20006

Hunter O. Wagner, Jr.

Greater New Orleans Expressway

Commission
P.O. Box 7656
Metairie, LA 70010

Richard F. Andino
Amtech Logistics Corp.
17304 Preston Road, E100
Dallas, TX 75252

James S. Marston

American President Co., Ltd
1111 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94607

Thomas J. Keller

Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard,
McPherson & Hand

901 15th Street, N.W.

Suite 700

Washington, D.C. 20005

Lothany & Suth

Bethany G. Smith/



